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it—what does it profit us to move pre-
maturely on Iraq from Turkey if the 
end result is that we radicalize a gov-
ernment that is represented by the Is-
lamic Party. 

What have we gained? 
I will answer the third question, and 

then conclude. So what should we do? I 
have argued that out of our self-inter-
est it matters what other nations 
think. So what should we be doing? I 
begin by saying, given where we are 
now, coupled with Saddam Hussein 
being in material breach—that is a 
fancy phrase for saying not explaining 
what he has done with the weapons of 
mass destruction we know he has— 
those two things may force us to 
choose between the better of two not- 
so-pleasant options. 

The option I would choose in this cir-
cumstance, if we do not get world sup-
port, is that Saddam is in material 
breach of the latest U.N. resolution. 
Yesterday’s damning report by the 
U.N. inspectors makes clear again 
Saddam’s contempt for the world and 
it has vindicated the President’s deci-
sion last fall to go to the U.N. 

The legitimacy of the Security Coun-
cil is at stake, as well as the integrity 
of the U.N. So if Saddam does not give 
up those weapons of mass destruction 
and the Security Council does not call 
for the use of force, I think we have lit-
tle option but to act with a larger 
group of willing nations, if possible, 
and alone if we must. Make no mistake 
about it, we will pay a price if that is 
the way we go. We will have no option, 
but we will pay a price, a price that 
could be significantly reduced if from 
this moment on we act, in my humble 
opinion, more wisely. 

What should we be doing from this 
point on? I will be very brief now and 
expand on this later. One, we should 
lower the rhetoric. We should not ap-
pear to be the petulant nation, won-
dering why the rest of the recalcitrant 
world will not act with us, showing our 
impatience. It does not suit a great na-
tion well. It would not suit my father 
well, were he alive. It does not suit 
someone of stature well—and we are a 
nation of stature. 

Two, we should make the case not 
only privately to our partners by shar-
ing more proof of Saddam’s crimes and 
possessions, but also to our people and 
in turn to the whole world. Legally, he 
is in breach, but going to war based on 
that legal breach will cost us in ways 
we would not have to pay if we go to 
war with the rest of the world under-
standing that there is something there 
beyond the failure to account. 

The third thing we should do is give 
inspectors more time, for their very 
presence in Iraq diminishes the possi-
bility of sharing weapons of mass de-
struction with terrorists or continuing 
their quest for nuclear weapons. In-
spectors are not a permanent solution. 
We know from our experience of the 
last decade that Iraq will try to make 
their mission impossible. We also know 
that sustaining a massive deployment 

of troops is expensive and hard on our 
men and women in uniform. But right 
now the inspectors are helping us build 
support for our policy, both at home 
and abroad, and we should let them 
keep working in the near term. 

The fourth thing we should do is ar-
ticulate clearly and repeatedly not 
only the legal basis for our action, if 
we must move, but our commitment to 
stay until we have a stable Iraq, and 
that means the following: The Presi-
dent should state clearly tonight, we 
are not acting on a doctrine of preemp-
tion, if we act. We are acting on en-
forcement of a U.N. resolution that is 
the equivalent of a peace treaty which 
is being violated by the signatory of 
that treaty, and we have a right to do 
that and it is the world’s problem. It is 
not what we hear out of the civilian 
Defense Department, this cockamamie 
notion of a new doctrine of preemption 
which no one understands. 

Two, our objective has to be clearly 
stated as eliminating weapons of mass 
destruction and not the destruction of 
Iraq, for that is the President’s pur-
pose. 

Thirdly, we will in fact participate in 
nation building; we will seek U.N. sup-
port and we will tell the American peo-
ple what we are asking of them and 
why, for they have no idea now what is 
expected of them. They do not know 
what the costs will be to remove Sad-
dam and they should. They do not 
know how many troops will have to 
stay in Iraq to secure the country, and 
we have estimates, and what it will 
take to get a representative govern-
ment that lives up to its international 
obligations. 

Can we count on our friends and al-
lies to share the burden? Can we afford 
to attack Iraq, fully fund homeland se-
curity, cut taxes for the wealthiest 
Americans, and finish the unfinished 
war on terrorism in Afghanistan and 
other places? 

These questions should never be ex-
cuses for inaction, but they must be 
answered if we want the American peo-
ple’s support and we want to avoid the 
mistakes of the past. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
AGREEMENT—H.J. Res. 2 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order, 
notwithstanding the passage of H.J. 
Res. 2, in the engrossment of the joint 
resolution, Senate amendments Nos. 
139, 166, 172, and 186 be further modified 
with the changes at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, as a 
brief explanation for the necessity for 
these modifications, in the case of 
amendment No. 139, the instruction 
line needed to be corrected. For amend-
ment No. 166, in the version the Senate 
adopted, two pages were missing. With 
respect to amendment No. 172, there is 
a word change. And, finally, with re-

spect to amendment No. 186, language 
which was supposed to be stricken was 
not in the version adopted by the Sen-
ate. These modifications are solely to 
correct these inadvertent errors. 

The amendments, as further modi-
fied, are as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 139, AS FURTHER MODIFIED 
(Purpose: To direct the Corps of Engineers to 

construct a portion of the modified water 
delivery project in the State of Florida) 
At the appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. 1 . MODIFIED WATER DELIVERY PROJECT 

IN THE STATE OF FLORIDA. 
The Corps of Engineers, using funds made 

available for modifications authorized by 
section 104 of the Everglades National Park 
Protection and Expansion Act of 1989 (16 
U.S.C. 410r–8), may immediately carry out 
alternative 6D (including paying 100 percent 
of the cost of acquiring land or an interest in 
land) for the purpose of providing a flood 
protection system for the 8.5 square mile 
area described in the report entitled ‘‘Cen-
tral and South Florida Project, Modified 
Water Deliveries to Everglades National 
Park, Florida, 8.5 Square Mile Area, General 
Reevaluation Report and Final Supple-
mental Environmental Impact Statement’’ 
and dated July 2000. 

AMENDMENT NO. 166 AS FURTHER MODIFIED 
(Purpose: To rename the United States- 

China Security Review Commission as the 
United States-China Economic and Secu-
rity Review Commission, and for other 
purposes) 
On page 713, strike line 23 and all that fol-

lows through page 714, line 3, and insert the 
following: 
SEC. 209. UNITED STATES-CHINA ECONOMIC AND 

SECURITY REVIEW COMMISSION. 
(a) APPROPRIATIONS.—There are appro-

priated, out of any funds in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, $1,800,000, to remain 
available until expended, to the United 
States-China Economic and Security Review 
Commission. 

(b) NAME CHANGE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1238 of the Floyd 

D. Spence National Defense Authorization 
Act of 2001 (22 U.S.C. 7002) is amended— 

(A) In the section heading by inserting 
‘‘ECONOMIC AND’’ before ‘‘SECURITY’’; 

(B) in subsection (a)— 
(i) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘Eco-

nomic and’’ before ‘‘Security’’; and 
(ii) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘Eco-

nomic and’’ before ‘‘Security’’; 
(C) in subsection (b)— 
(i) in the subsection heading, by inserting 

‘‘ECONOMIC AND’’ before ‘‘SECURITY’’; 
(ii) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘Eco-

nomic and’’ before ‘‘Security’’; 
(iii) in paragraph (3)— 
(I) in the matter preceding subparagraph 

(A), by inserting ‘‘Economic and’’ before 
‘‘Security’’; and 

(II) in subparagraph (II), by inserting ‘‘Eco-
nomic and’’ before ‘‘Security’’; and 

(iv) in paragraph (4), by inserting ‘‘Eco-
nomic and’’ before ‘‘Security’’ each place it 
appears; and 

(D) in subsection (e)— 
(i) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘Eco-

nomic and’’ before ‘‘Security’’; 
(ii) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘Eco-

nomic and’’ before ‘‘Security’’; 
(iii) in paragraph (3)— 
(I) in the first sentence, by inserting ‘‘Eco-

nomic and’’ before ‘‘Security’’; and 
(II) in the second sentence, by inserting 

‘‘Economic and’’ before ‘‘Security’’; 
(iv) in paragraph (4), by inserting ‘‘Eco-

nomic and’’ before ‘‘Security’’ and 
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(v) in paragraph (6), by inserting ‘‘Eco-

nomic and’’ before ‘‘Security’’ each place it 
appears. 

(2) REFERENCES.—Any reference in any 
Federal law, Executive order, rule, regula-
tion, or delegation of authority, or any docu-
ment of or relating to the United States- 
China Security Review Commission shall be 
deemed to refer to the United States-China 
Economic and Security Review Commission. 

(c) MEMBERSHIP RESPONSIBILITIES, AND 
TERMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1238(b)(3) of the 
Floyd D. Spencer National Defense Author-
ization Act of 2001 (22 U.S.C. 7002) is amend-
ed— 

(A) by striking subparagraph (F) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(F) each appointing authority referred to 
under subparagraphs (A) through (D) of this 
paragraph shall— 

‘‘(i) appoint 3 members to the Commission; 
‘‘(ii) make the appointments on a stag-

gered term basis, such that— 
‘‘(I) 1 appointment shall be for a term ex-

piring on December 31, 2003; 
‘‘(II) 1 appointment shall be for a term ex-

piring on December 31, 2001; and 
‘‘(III) 1 appointment shall be for a term ex-

piring on December 31, 2005; 
‘‘(iii) make all subsequent appointments 

on an approximate 2-year term basis to ex-
pire on December 31 of the applicable year; 
and 

‘‘(iv) make appointments not later than 30 
days after the date on which each new Con-
gress convenes;’’, 

(2) RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE COMMISSION.— 
The U.S.-China Commission shall focus on 
the following nine areas when conducting its 
work during fiscal year 2003 and beyond: 

(A) PROLIFERATION PRACTICES.—The Com-
mission shall analyze and assess the Chinese 
role in the proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction and other weapons (including 
dual use technologies) to terrorist-spon-
soring states, and suggest possible steps 
which the U.S. might take, including eco-
nomic sanctions, to encourage the Chinese to 
stop such practices. 

(B) ECONOMIC REFORMS AND UNITED STATES 
ECONOMIC TRANSFERS.—The Commission shall 
analyze and assess the qualitative and quan-
titative nature of the shift of United States 
production activities to China, including the 
relocation of high-technology, manufac-
turing, and R&D facilities; the impact of 
these transfers on United States national se-
curity, including political influence by the 
Chinese Government over American firms, 
dependence of the United States national se-
curity industrial base on Chinese imports, 
the adequacy of United States export control 
laws, and the effect of these transfers on U.S. 
economic security, employment, and the 
standard of living of the American people; 
analyze China’s national budget and assess 
China’s fiscal strength to address internal 
instability problems and assess the likeli-
hood of externalization of such problems. 

(C) ENERGY.—The Commission shall evalu-
ate and assess how China’s large and growing 
economy will impact upon world energy sup-
plies and the role the U.S. can play, includ-
ing joint R&D efforts and technological as-
sistance, in influencing China’s energy pol-
icy. 

(D) UNITED STATES CAPITAL MARKETS.—The 
Commission shall evaluate the extent of Chi-
nese access to, and use of, United States cap-
ital markets, and whether the existing dis-
closure and transparency rules are adequate 
to identify Chinese companies which are ac-
tive in United States markets and are also 
engaged in proliferation activities. 

(E) CORPORATE REPORTING.—The Commis-
sion shall assess United States trade and in-
vestment relationship with China, including 

the need for corporate reporting on United 
States investments in China and incentives 
that China may be offering to United States 
corporation to relocate production and R&D 
to China. 

(F) REGIONAL ECONOMIC AND SECURITY IM-
PACTS.—The Commission shall assess the ex-
tent of China’s ‘‘hollowing-out’’ of Asian 
manufacturing economies, and the impact on 
United States economic and security inter-
ests in the region; review the triangular eco-
nomic and security relationship among the 
United States, Taipei and Beijing, including 
Beijing’s military modernization and force 
deployments aimed at Taipei, and the ade-
quacy of United States executive branch co-
ordination and consultation with Congress 
on United States arms sales and defense rela-
tionship with Taipei. 

(G) UNITED STATES-CHINA BILATERAL PRO-
GRAMS.—The Commission shall assess 
science and technology programs to evaluate 
if the United States is developing an ade-
quate coordinating mechanism with appro-
priate review by the intelligence community 
with Congress; assess the degree of non-com-
pliance by China and United States-China 
agreements on prison labor imports and in-
tellectual property rights; evaluate U.S. en-
forcement policies; and recommend what 
new measures the United States Government 
might take to strengthen our laws and en-
forcement activities and to encourage com-
pliance by the Chinese. 

(H) WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION COMPLI-
ANCE.—The Commission shall review China’s 
record of compliance to date with its acces-
sion agreement to the WTO, and explore 
what incentives and policy initiatives should 
be pursued to promote further compliance by 
China. 

(I) MEDIA CONTROL.—The Commission shall 
evaluate Chinese government efforts to in-
fluence and control perceptions of the United 
States and its policies through the internet, 
the Chinese print and electronic media, and 
Chinese internal propaganda. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This subsection shall 
take effect on the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

AMENDMENT NO. 172 AS FURTHER MODIFIED 
(Purpose: To provide for the protection of 

the rights of women in Afghanistan, and to 
improve the conditions for women in Af-
ghanistan) 
On page 397, line 12, delete all after 

‘‘Fund’’,’’ through ‘‘opportunities’’ on line 
17, and insert in lieu thereof: not less than 
$8,000,000 shall be made available for pro-
grams to support women’s development in 
Afghanistan, including girl’s and women’s 
education, health, legal and social rights, 
economic opportunities, and political par-
ticipation: Provided further, That of the 
funds provided in the previous proviso, 
$5,000,000 shall be made available to support 
activities directed by the Afghan Ministry of 
Women’s Affairs including the establishment 
of women’s resource centers in Afghanistan, 
and not less than $1,500,000 should be made 
available to support activities of the Na-
tional Human Rights Commission of Afghan-
istan: Provided further, That one year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of State shall submit a report to the 
appropriate congressional committees that 
details women’s development programs in 
Afghanistan supported by the United States 
Government, and barriers that impede wom-
en’s development in Afghanistan. 

AMENDMENT NO. 186 
(Purpose: To prohibit the use of funds by the 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service to 
impose on the Corps of Engineers certain 
requirements relating to the Missouri 
River) 
On page 486, between lines 8 and 9, insert 

the following: 

SEC. 1 . MISSOURI RIVER. 
It is the sense of the Congress that the 

member states and tribes of the Missouri 
River Basin Association are strongly encour-
aged to reach agreement on a flow schedule 
for the Missouri River as soon as practicable 
for 2003. 

S–CHIP PROGRAM 
Mr. CHAFEE. I have been working 

for the last several months with a bi-
partisan group of Members from both 
the House and Senate to protect fund-
ing for the S–CHIP program, which pro-
vides critical health care to millions of 
our children. In my State, over 12,000 
children participate in this program. 
There is strong, bipartisan support for 
a 2-year S–CHIP proposal developed 
last fall that would preserve $2.7 billion 
in Federal S–CHIP funds that either ex-
pired at the end of fiscal year 2002 or 
will expire at the end of the current fis-
cal year. Our proposal also establishes 
a redistribution formula for the Cen-
ters for Medicare and Medicaid Serv-
ices to use to quickly redistribute 
unspent fiscal year 2000 funds to those 
States that have exhausted their allot-
ments and need additional funds. 

Under Federal law, CMS is required 
to redistribute all unspent 2000 funds 
this year, but there is no Federal re-
quirement on what formula it is to use. 
CMS is currently holding off redistrib-
uting unspent 2000 funds because it is 
awaiting congressional action. How-
ever, a few States, including my own 
State of Rhode Island, need the redis-
tribution of 2000 funds as soon as pos-
sible so they have sufficient funds for 
the rest of the year to maintain serv-
ices to the children currently on S– 
CHIP. 

This S–CHIP issue is very time sen-
sitive. State are beginning to plan 
their upcoming budgets for fiscal year 
2004, which starts July 1 in most 
States. We do not want to distort State 
S–CHIP spending decisions by making 
it impossible for States to plan, in de-
termining how much in Federal S– 
CHIP funds they will have and for how 
long those funds will be available. 
Some States may unnecessarily scale 
back S–CHIP eligibility as a result be-
cause they will assume they will have 
far less in Federal funds available than 
previously expected. 

It now appears that we cannot ad-
dress this issue in the omnibus appro-
priations bill. I appreciate the willing-
ness of the chairman of the Finance 
and Budget Committees, Senators 
GRASSLEY and NICKLES, to work with 
me and the other Senators involved to 
address this issue in both the fiscal 
year 2004 budget resolution and then to 
move this legislation quickly in the Fi-
nance Committee. 

Having said this, I think it is impera-
tive for us to work with CMS so that 
they can move forward to begin to dis-
tribute some of the unspent 2000 funds 
to States like mine that are facing a 
serious S–CHIP funding problem. 

There is a way to move forward to 
address the immediate redistribution 
issue of the unexpended fiscal year 2000 
funds. CMS can redistribute some of 
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the unexpended fiscal year 2000 funds 
immediately to those States that face 
shortfalls in the coming months. This 
can be done administratively. We cer-
tainly want CMS to begin to redis-
tribute at least some part of these 
funds to those States that are relying 
on this redistribution to maintain 
their child caseloads. For example, 
CMS could redistribute 100 percent of 
half of the unexpended funds now leav-
ing the rest to be redistributed once 
Congress has acted on this legislation. 
As we in Congress move ahead to com-
plete action on this full proposal, CMS 
should move forward on the immediate 
redistribution issue. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I am pleased to 
join my colleagues today in high-
lighting the need for timely congres-
sional action to secure funding nec-
essary to protect children on the S– 
CHIP health program. Nearly 21,000 
children benefit from this program in 
my State of West Virginia. The S–CHIP 
program was created in 1997 with a bi-
partisan group of members to provide 
$40 billion over a 10-year period to ex-
tend health insurance to some unin-
sured children. 

Senator CHAFEE and I, along with 
other Senators, worked last year to de-
velop a proposal that would address the 
long-term funding shortfall con-
fronting the S–CHIP program over the 
next several years. While this was not 
considered last year, in the end, we 
were able to develop this 2-year com-
promise with the authorizers in both 
the House and Senate as a first step to-
wards a long-term solution for S– 
CHIP’s funding issues. The compromise 
is a very reasonable one, providing as-
sistance both to those States that have 
spent their allocations and need addi-
tional resources to serve their S–CHIP 
children as well as States that need a 
bit more time to utilize their S–CHIP 
allocations. 

I share my colleagues’ concerns that 
this issue is a very timely one, and de-
mands fast action on our part. I recog-
nize that the first step is to include the 
necessary funds for this bipartisan 2- 
year proposal in the fiscal year 04 
budget resolution, and then to consider 
the specific legislation in the Finance 
Committee. I would hope that Chair-
man GRASSLEY and Senator BAUCUS 
would work to schedule a markup of 
this proposal as quickly as possible 
after the budget resolution is approved. 
We cannot wait to act on this until 
later this year when it is expected that 
we would consider broader health care 
measures. Contrary to what some have 
said, this is an emergency for our 
States and uninsured children. I look 
forward to working with my chairman 
on the Finance Committee, who de-
serves credit along with Senator BAU-
CUS for developing this 2-year ap-
proach, to move this proposal through 
the Congress as quickly as possible. 

Ms. SNOWE. I would like to thank 
my colleagues for their willingness to 
work with me on restoring funding to 
the State Children’s Health Insurance 

Program that is essential to ensuring 
continued health care coverage for 
America’s children. 

For the past week, I have worked 
with my colleagues to secure this 
agreement that will restore $2.7 billion 
in expired—or soon to expire—S–CHIP 
funding. This compromise that has 
been endorsed by our Nation’s Gov-
ernors would ensure that this funding 
remains in the program and continues 
to provide children with access to the 
care that is vital to their healthy de-
velopment. 

I appreciate the willingness of Major-
ity Leader FRIST, Finance Committee 
Chairman GRASSLEY and Budget Com-
mittee Chairman NICKLES to work with 
us in developing this agreement. Be-
cause of their commitment to finding a 
solution, we are able to move forward 
with this important policy. 

I believe this agreement is the most 
appropriate way to restore the S–CHIP 
funding. Because the budget resolution 
adopted by the House of Representa-
tives does not include adequate budget 
authority to restore this funding, the 
floor amendment that I filed to the om-
nibus appropriations bill would be sub-
ject to a budget point of order in the 
House. Given that this point of order 
would lie against the provision, the 
likelihood that the House would strip 
this during conference is great. In light 
of these circumstances, I believe this 
agreement is the most appropriate way 
to ensure that this funding is restored. 

The agreement that was struck 
would—in exchange for withdrawing 
the amendments that my colleagues 
and I filed to the omnibus appropria-
tions bill to restore S–CHIP funding— 
provide the support of the majority 
leader and Chairmen GRASSLEY and 
NICKELS to make necessary changes 
that will remove the budget hurdles 
that have prevented this legislation 
from being enacted. 

Specifically, Senator NICKLES has 
provided his commitment to reallocate 
through the fiscal year 04 budget proc-
ess additional budget authority for S– 
CHIP in fiscal year 03 and fiscal year 
04. Senator NICKLES, I am confident 
that under your leadership, the budget 
process will move smoothly and expedi-
tiously and that we will be able to 
speed the adoption of this proposal in 
both the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives. 

Further, Chairman GRASSLEY has 
agreed to move this policy through his 
committee as soon as the necessary 
changes are made to the budget alloca-
tions. Again, under his strong leader-
ship I am confident that we will get 
this done. 

Finally, Majority Leader FRIST has 
agreed to place the legislation on the 
Senate Calendar as soon as it is re-
ported from the Finance Committee. 

I might add that while I am aware 
that this agreement was forged in the 
Senate, the underlying policy proposal 
was developed through a bipartisan, bi-
cameral process led by Senators 
GRASSLEY and BAUCUS last fall. I hope 

the House of Representatives will work 
with us to make the necessary changes 
to the fiscal year 03 and fiscal year 04 
budget allocations and to see this vital 
policy enacted in a timely manner. 

Since 1977, States have made historic 
progress in their effort to insure low- 
income children under S–CHIP. In fact, 
the National Center for Health Statis-
tics just released data this month 
showing that the percentage of chil-
dren 17 years of age and younger with 
health insurance has increased from 
86.1 percent in 1997 to 91.2 percent dur-
ing the first half of 2002. During this 
same period of time, statistics show 
the percentage of children insured by 
Government programs, such as S– 
CHIP, also increased to 27.2 percent. 
While these statistics are encouraging, 
a great deal of work remains if we are 
to address the critical issues of afford-
ability and accessibility of health in-
surance, especially as they relate to 
health care for our children. 

These compelling statistics reinforce 
the necessity that Congress must act 
to restore the expiring S–CHIP funds. If 
we delay, we could jeopardize the sub-
stantial progress that has been made 
since 1997 in increasing the number of 
insured children in America. It is esti-
mated that without restoration of this 
funding, almost 1 million children 
could lose health insurance coverage. 

How it works is this—once passed, 
the policy would restore $2.7 billion in 
S–CHIP funding that has either re-
verted to the Treasury or is scheduled 
to revert to HHS for redistribution. On 
October 1, 2002, $1.2 billion reverted to 
the Treasury in unspent S–CHIP fund-
ing from 1998 and 1999. If we do not re-
capture this funding, it will be lost to 
the program. Our agreement allows the 
States to reclaim this unspent money 
and provides until the end of Fiscal 
Year 04 to spend it on health insurance 
provided by S–CHIP. 

It also strikes a compromise between 
States that have spent all of their 2000 
and 2001 allotments, and those that 
have not, by dividing the funding even-
ly between them. Those States that 
have not spent all of their allocations 
would be able to retain half of their 
funding, while the remaining States 
would receive additional allotments 
from the redistributed funding. 

It also rewards those States that 
used Medicaid to expand access to 
health care for low-income children 
prior to the creation of S–CHIP, by al-
lowing them to access some of their S– 
CHIP funding to serve this population. 
This compromise has the endorsement 
of the National Governors Association 
and children’s health advocates from 
across the country. 

In my home State of Maine this pro-
posal would allow the State to keep 
$13.24 million in S–CHIP funding and 
would provide until the end of Fiscal 
Year 04 to spend it. I don’t know about 
your State, but in Maine $13.24 million 
will help provide health care assistance 
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to a lot of children—children who oth-
erwise would not have access to immu-
nizations, well-baby visits, and yearly 
checkups. 

While my colleagues and I have 
agreed to forgo the appropriations 
process as the vehicle to move this 
package, we certainly have not aban-
doned our effort to restore the funding. 
In fact, we are more committed than 
ever to seeing the S–CHIP funding re-
stored and have added the support of 
the majority leader and chairs of the 
Finance and Budget Committees. Add-
ing their endorsement to this effort, 
which already has garnered strong bi-
partisan support, will help to speed its 
passage. 

In closing, I would like to highlight a 
quote from Secretary Thompson when 
his agency released the positive new 
data I referenced earlier regarding the 
level of health insurance for children 
in our country. He said, ‘‘More and 
more children are getting the health 
care they need, thanks in large meas-
ure to our success in working with 
States to expand health coverage 
through the S–CHIP program. We are 
giving Governors the flexibility they 
need to continue to expand coverage to 
more children, and our strategy is pay-
ing off for children and parents alike.’’ 

This strong endorsement of S–CHIP 
should act as an impetus to getting 
this policy enacted and ensuring that 
we do so in a timely fashion. Again, I 
appreciate the support of my col-
leagues and look forward to working 
with you as we move forward to enact 
this policy. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank my col-
leagues for their attention to this im-
portant children’s care policy. They 
are correct that something must be 
done to address the funds that have 
and will revert to the Treasury in the 
near future. They are also correct to 
the constraints within the omnibus 
bill. I strongly support the State Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program. It is 
a program that provides health care for 
over 16,000 low-income children in my 
State. 

Senators CHAFEE, SNOWE, and ROCKE-
FELLER are looking to address a nec-
essary maintenance issue within S– 
CHIP. As Senator SNOWE noted, I 
worked very closely with Senator BAU-
CUS, Senator CHAFEE, Senator ROCKE-
FELLER, Chairman TAUZIN, and Rep-
resentative DINGELL on a bipartisan, 
bicameral proposal that would have ad-
dressed expired S–CHIP funds. 

The proposal reflected a balanced ap-
proach to redistributing S–CHIP fund-
ing taking into account that some 
States are spending through their ex-
isting allotments and other States are 
ramping up their programs and will 
need additional funding in the years to 
come. 

This proposal did not pass the Senate 
last year, but it is a fair approach to 
redistributing S–CHIP funds. Unfortu-
nately, I cannot support including this 
policy at this time. The omnibus is a 
poor vehicle for this necessary mainte-
nance. 

I am sympathetic to the intent of 
this policy, although this is neither the 
time nor the place to address this 
issue. The Senate and the House have 
an agreement with the administration 
to keep the omnibus appropriations bill 
under $750 billion. The S–CHIP policy 
costs over $1.2 billion in budget author-
ity in 2003. An amendment of this na-
ture would break that agreement and 
that is simply not acceptable. I appre-
ciate the willingness of Senators 
SNOWE, CHAFEE, and ROCKEFELLER to 
accept this reality. 

I assure my colleagues that I will 
work with them in the near future to 
update the S–CHIP redistribution pol-
icy in the near future as chairman of 
the Finance Committee. It is my un-
derstanding that Senator NICKLES, the 
chairman of the Budget Committee, is 
also interested in a regular order ap-
proach and that he is interested in put-
ting money aside in the budget to ad-
dress the needs of S–CHIP. 

With this in mind, I believe the most 
appropriate way to address this issue is 
to work with the chairman of the 
Budget Committee, Senator NICKLES, 
to secure sufficient funding for this bi-
partisan S–CHIP proposal and then to 
address it in the Finance Committee. I 
will also continue my work with En-
ergy and Commerce Committee Chair-
man TAUZIN, so the Senate and the 
House can move forward in a coordi-
nated fashion. 

I assure my colleagues that I will 
work with them once the Budget Reso-
lution for fiscal year 2004 has been 
adopted to move legislation quickly 
through the Finance Committee that 
reflects a bipartisan, bicameral 2-year 
agreement on S–CHIP. 

Mr. NICKLES. I thank Chairman 
GRASSLEY for bringing this issue to the 
attention of Senators today. I appre-
ciate the work of Senator SNOWE, Sen-
ator CHAFEE, and Senator ROCKE-
FELLER to resolve this, however I agree 
that the omnibus appropriations bill is 
not the appropriate vehicle to address 
the issue of the S–CHIP redistribution 
system. The legislation does affect 
spending for the next fiscal year and, 
as such must be addressed within the 
fiscal year 2004 budget resolution. I 
have spoken with Senator SNOWE and 
would be happy to work with her to ad-
dress this issue. I will work closely 
with Senator GRASSLEY and others as 
we craft that resolution to secure the 
funds necessary for the Finance Com-
mittee to consider this S–CHIP pro-
posal. 
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MAKING FURTHER CONTINUING 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 2003 
On January 23, 2003, the Senate 

amended and passed H.J. Res. 2, as fol-
lows: 

Resolved, That the resolution from the 
House of Representatives (H.J. Res. 2) enti-
tled ‘‘Joint resolution making further con-
tinuing appropriations for fiscal year 2003, 
and for other purposes.’’ do pass with the fol-
lowing Amendment: 

Strike out all after the resolving clause 
and insert: 
DIVISION A—AGRICULTURE, RURAL DE-

VELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMINIS-
TRATION, AND RELATED AGENCIES PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS, 2003 

Making appropriations for Agriculture, Rural 
Development, Food and Drug Administration, 
and Related Agencies programs for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2003, and for other 
purposes. 

That the following sums are appropriated, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, for Agriculture, Rural Development, 
Food and Drug Administration, and Related 
Agencies programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2003, and for other purposes, 
namely: 

TITLE I 
AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS 

PRODUCTION, PROCESSING, AND MARKETING 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, and not to exceed 
$75,000 for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, 
$3,412,000: Provided, That not to exceed $11,000 
of this amount shall be available for official re-
ception and representation expenses, not other-
wise provided for, as determined by the Sec-
retary. 

EXECUTIVE OPERATIONS 
CHIEF ECONOMIST 

For necessary expenses of the Chief Econo-
mist, including economic analysis, risk assess-
ment, cost-benefit analysis, energy and new 
uses, and the functions of the World Agricul-
tural Outlook Board, as authorized by the Agri-
cultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1622g), 
and including employment pursuant to the sec-
ond sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic 
Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), of which not to ex-
ceed $5,000 is for employment under 5 U.S.C. 
3109, $12,016,000. 

NATIONAL APPEALS DIVISION 
For necessary expenses of the National Ap-

peals Division, including employment pursuant 
to the second sentence of section 706(a) of the 
Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), of which not 
to exceed $25,000 is for employment under 5 
U.S.C. 3109, $13,759,000. 

OFFICE OF BUDGET AND PROGRAM ANALYSIS 
For necessary expenses of the Office of Budget 

and Program Analysis, including employment 
pursuant to the second sentence of section 
706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), 
of which not to exceed $5,000 is for employment 
under 5 U.S.C. 3109, $7,358,000. 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER 
For necessary expenses of the Office of the 

Chief Information Officer, including employ-
ment pursuant to the second sentence of section 
706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), 
of which not to exceed $10,000 is for employment 
under 5 U.S.C. 3109, $31,275,000. 

COMMON COMPUTING ENVIRONMENT 
For necessary expenses to acquire a Common 

Computing Environment for the Natural Re-
sources Conservation Service, the Farm and 
Foreign Agricultural Service and Rural Devel-
opment mission areas for information tech-
nology, systems, and services, $133,155,000, to re-
main available until expended, for the capital 
asset acquisition of shared information tech-
nology systems, including services as authorized 
by 7 U.S.C. 6915–16 and 40 U.S.C. 1421–28: Pro-
vided, That obligation of these funds shall be 
consistent with the Department of Agriculture 
Service Center Modernization Plan of the coun-
ty-based agencies, and shall be with the concur-
rence of the Department’s Chief Information Of-
ficer. 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 
For necessary expenses of the Office of the 

Chief Financial Officer, including employment 
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